

































































































































































claims about the influence on and order of Spinoza’s political and philosophi-
cal theories.

Sherry Deveaux
Stanford University

Patrick J. J. Phillips

The Challenge of Relativism.

New York: Continuum 2007.

Pp. 192.

US$120.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8264-9795-6).

Relativism covers a vast range of subjects and takes many forms, anywhere
from the crude pop culture idea that ‘everything is relative’ to narrow phil-
osophical applications such as epistemic contextualism. Hence, covering
relativism as such in 150 pages is an impossible task. In that light, the wide-
ranging promises given at the beginning of this book are rather surprising.
In the Introduction, Phillips declares his intentions to ‘get to the bottom of
the question concerning relativism’s “evergreen” appeal’ (1), ‘comment on
relativism’s philosophical roots in the work of Greek, Enlightenment and
Post-Enlightenment thinkers’ (2), and to give a ‘survey of the relativist phe-
nomenon over a range of historical periods and disciplinary categories’ (3).
Phillips’ engagement, however, seems to be with a general alethic relativism,
the view that truth is relative to individual subjects or groups of subjects, so
that the same proposition can be true for one person/group while false for
another.

One of the book’s main weaknesses is its lack of organization and focus.
Phillips does not fulfill his first promise in any systematic way. It is only in
the final chapter that he really engages with the issue of what is, or what
may seem, appealing about relativism; the rest of the book does not seem
closely related to that goal. Phillips’ second promise is partly fulfilled — he
does discuss relativisms’ Post-Enlightenment roots to a fair extent — but
the discussion of, say, the Greek roots is quite short. The survey suggested
in the third promise turns out to have a rather narrow scope. Throughout it
is often unclear how the different parts fit together, and even how they are
sorted into chapters.

The book is divided into five chapters. In the first, ‘The Grounds of Rela-
tivism: A Plethora of Opinion’, Phillips discusses some fairly general aspects
of relativism and its roots. He traces relativism from Protagoras in Plato’s
Theaetetus through Locke, Pascal, Kant, Herder, Kuhn, and postmodern-
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ism. He speculates about how various elements in contemporary society
may have contributed to the appeal of relativism and raises some concerns
regarding relativism’s coherence. Phillips levels two charges against the
proponents of relativism: that they frequently fail to define their position
clearly, and that many or even most of them do not acknowledge their views
as relativism.

In the second chapter, ‘The Branches of Relativism: Classical to Modern’,
Phillips divides relativism into classical relativism and modern relativism.
The view he calls classical relativism is the doctrine proposed by Protagoras
in the Theaetetus: each individual is the measure of what is true for her.
Modern relativism, on the other hand, or framework relativism, makes truth
relative to social groups or conceptual frameworks rather than individuals.
Phillips’ main project in this chapter is to show how each of these branches
is vulnerable to the charge of incoherence.

Phillips argues that classical relativism is incoherent in two ways: 1)
Since according to this version of relativism, being wrong about something
is impossible, a rejection of rightness is entailed. Therefore, the thesis can-
not be right. 2) Since every opinion is right according to this thesis, someone
holding the opinion that relativism is false must also be right. Hence, if
relativism is true, it is false (as long as there is someone who takes it to be
false). This second incoherence leads to a dilemma for the relativist. She can
claim that relativism holds relativistically, i.e. that it is a relative truth that
truth is relative and hence true for the relativist but false for her opponent.
In this case she is not in any disagreement with those who reject relativ-
ism. Her other alternative is to claim that relativism holds universally and
thereby recognize the force of a universal notion of truth. Phillips then ar-
gues that the charges of incoherence have force against modern relativism
as well. The rest of the chapter is dedicated to answering possible relativist
objections.

In the third and fourth chapters Phillips’ focus becomes narrower. In
Chapter 3, ‘A Root of Relativism: Wittgenstein and Skepticism’, he addresses
two questions: whether some form of relativism can be directly attributed
to Wittgenstein, and whether contemporary relativism can be derived from
Wittgenstein’s views. Phillips gives a negative answer to both questions and
some convincing arguments. This chapter is well-structured, and the discus-
sion is deep and thorough.

Chapter 4, ‘A Root of Relativism: Winch and Culture’ is dedicated to a
historical study of the appeal of relativism through developments in anthro-
pology challenging imperialist and racist assumptions of the past. Phillips
specifically discusses the work of Peter Winch and his understanding of the
role of ritual practice, and he then moves on to the question whether relativ-
ism involves tolerance and whether that might be its main attraction.

The first half of the final chapter is dedicated to a critique of Richard
Rorty’s pragmatist views, views that Phillips argues are a version of relativ-
ism. In this part, Phillips frequently cites Christopher Norris’ critique of
Rorty’s ideas. Here it might have been interesting to get a clarification of

365



the extent and way Phillips’ critique differs from Norris’. The second half
of this chapter, on the other hand, is focused on relativism as a method to
promote tolerance and diversity, and Phillips’ convincing objections to it as
such.

A good part of the book is dedicated to showing how various versions of
relativism fall prey to the accusation of incoherence. However, these versions
are ultimately fairly similar and all seem to boil down to some branch of the
claim that truth in general is relative. There is no mention of weaker ver-
sions of relativism, such as some of the more convincing versions of moral
relativism, or semantic or epistemic contextualism. Obviously, it would have
been impossible to cover all possible versions of relativism in a short book,
but an acknowledgment from the author of the existence of other types of
relativism, and clarification that it is by no means a given that his objections
to relativism apply to all of them, might have been helpful.

Eyja M. Brynjarsdéttir
University of Iceland

Gail M. Presbey, ed.

Philosophical Perspectives on the

‘War on Terrorism’.

Kenilworth, NJ: Rodopi 2007.

Pp. xxi + 490.

US$145.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-90-420-2196-9);
US$55.00 (paper ISBN-13: 978-90-420-2197-6).

There are two very different ways of discussing terrorism in the modern con-
text. One is characteristic of ‘mainstream’ liberal political philosophy. It is
likely to involve the following. 1. A careful, analytic discussion of the mean-
ing of terrorism, with special attention to cases difficult to classify. 2. Clari-
fication of just war theory, some critical discussion of its basis, recognition
that terrorism violates the principle of non-combatant immunity, and discus-
sion of whether terrorism could ever be justified. 3. Some speculation on the
causes of terrorism. 4. Discussion of the best methods to fight terrorism, with
great concern that a military response, especially as reflected through a ‘war
on terror’, may be counter-productive. One characteristic of this approach is
a focus on terrorism practiced by non-state actors, such as Al Qaeda. Propo-
nents need not deny that states can engage in terrorism, as Michael Walzer
affirmed in his classic book, Just and Unjust Wars. But the emphasis is un-
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derstanding and countering non-state terrorists who threaten people going
about their ordinary business in generally democratic societies.

The other approach is more political and ideological. It condemns non-
state terrorism but is more sympathetic to the motivations that drive it,
especially poverty, injustice, the violation of human rights, the absence of
democracy in many countries, and the negative effects of globalization on
the poor. The most culpable terrorists, it finds, are not non-state actors, but
countries such as the United States and its allies. The war in Iraq, where
many Iraqi civilians have been killed or maimed, plays a central role, but
other situations also receive emphasis, including American support for Is-
raeli military action against Palestinians, intervention in South America, in-
cluding Haiti and Nicaragua, and the arming of the Mujahadeen to fight the
Soviet state in Afghanistan.

Presbey’s book reflects the second approach. The Bush administration
and its policies are a central theme, both as causing civilian deaths on a
wide scale in both Iraq and Afghanistan, and as increasing the threat of
terrorism to democratic societies by its unilateral and militaristic policies.
This focus reflects the outlook of two different kinds of authors. Some are
deeply involved in efforts to bring about a less violent world. The editor is
the Executive Director of Concerned Philosophers for Peace, and the book
is a volume in a series entitled Philosophers of Peace. Many of these writers
are moved by religious conviction. The other group of authors have quasi-
Marxist views that see most world problems originating from the excesses of
the world-wide capitalist economy. The United States is the chief progenitor
for maintaining an unjust status quo and using its military to cause civilian
deaths.

This lengthy anthology contains twenty essays plus a long introduction by
its editor. It is a series of riffs on the themes reflected in the second approach.
Although I am a practitioner of ‘mainstream’ political philosophy, I find my-
self sympathetic to many of the criticisms raised by the authors. In my view,
the United States has projected its power in many places around the world
and is responsible for much death and the maintenance of poverty and op-
pression, a phenomenon that has been dramatically enhanced by the policies
of the current Bush administration.

Despite my sympathies, this anthology troubles my patience in many
ways. There is very little analysis and argument. There is much repetition
of what is fundamentally political criticism. The essays tend to be long and
tedious, making reading this 508 page book a chore. There are a number of
essays only marginally related to the main theme.

This book makes one think about the difference between political phi-
losophy and political advocacy. Many of the essays are exercises in advocacy.
The editor’s essay, ‘Is the US-Led Occupation of Iraq Part of the “War on
Terror”?’, is basically a critique of the Bush administration’s decision to
invade Iraq. It criticizes the reasons given (weapons of mass destruction,
Iraq’s supposed links to al Qaeda), it exposes the administration’s false
claims about the insurgency, it shows how the administration has manipu-
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lated the media and the language used in this conflict. It’s a persuasive
critique which would be a fine newspaper essay (if shortened) or chapter in
a book on the war.

It is somewhat arrogant to try to decide whether something ‘really’ is
philosophy or not. I will just say that in my view there are articles in this
book worth reading if one wants a good political critique of current U.S
foreign policy. But if one’s chief interest is in figuring out under what con-
ditions it is acceptable to kill innocent civilians, one must look elsewhere.
One must also look elsewhere for criticism of the distinction relied upon in
just war theory to justify civilians deaths — the principle of double effect.
This differentiates between deaths directly intended and those foreseen but
unintended and unwanted. In my view, clarity on the rightfulness of such ci-
vilian deaths is crucial for assessing modern warfare, but there is not much
clarity here.

I want to end by mentioning the articles I find most useful, though some
of these seem secondary to the main topic. There are two informative his-
torical essays by Oidinposha Imamkhodjaeva on the development of Islam
in Chechnya and in Central Asian countries such as Uzbekistan both during
and after the Soviet period. Edward Grippe discusses the policy which would
allow the U.S. military to shoot down a passenger plane that appears to have
been high-jacked and is intended to be used as such planes were used on 9/11.
In a densely reasoned essay he argues against the shoot-down policy on the
ground that it violates the prohibition on the taking of innocent human life,
a prohibition that cannot be overridden on consequentialist grounds. Harry
van der Linden argues against preventive war, even if it were authorized by
the United Nations, largely on the grounds of our inability to make accu-
rate assessments of a nation’s future behavior. Finally, Joseph Kunkel gives
a helpful historical account of the conflict in Colombia and finds terrorism
on all sides, including the American military’s attempts to fight drug traf-
ficking.

I note, finally, that this is a rather pricy book: US$145, US$55 paperback.
It is unlikely to be read by those it is intended for. It’s hard to see what pur-
pose such an expensive book plays other than to get libraries to buy it. But as
the world of scholarly publishing changes, libraries are less and less likely to
give in to such extortion.

Bruce M. Landesman
University of Utah
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Proclus Diadochus

Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus. Volume III.
Book 3 Part 1: Proclus on the World’s Body.
Trans. Dirk Baltzly.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2007.
Pp. 218.

Cdn$99.95/US$85.00
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In the English-speaking world, the study of the final phase of philosophy in
antiquity — the late blooming of the schools of Athens and Alexandria in the
fifth and sixth centuries — has picked up tremendously over the past few
decades. In recounting the whys and the wherefores of this development, it
is impossible to overstate the importance of Richard Sorabji’s Ancient Com-
mentators on Aristotle project and its offshoots. The translation of texts has
proved enormously stimulating both for a general philosophical audience un-
able to tackle the dense and forbidding technical prose of the late antique
philosophers in the original Greek, and for the rather large body of scholars
gathered around the translation project itself. Most heartening of all, a cross-
over audience has developed in the form of students who start off reading an
up-to-date translation, but then graduate to an examination of the original
Greek text.

Though it emanates from a different source, the translation of Proclus’
(d. 485 CE) commentary on Plato’s Timaeus undertaken by Harold Tarrant
and his associates is another fine addition to this late antique library. Pro-
clus’ Timaeus commentary may be the single most important philosophical
document of post-Plotinian provenance available to us: Plato’s cosmological
dialogue is one of only a handful of philosophical texts to have attracted con-
tinuous attention over two millennia, and for much of the earlier part of its
reception Proclus provides us with the best (in some cases only) witness we
have. Much of what we know about Porphyry’s and Iamblichus’ views, for
instance, comes from Proclus. In addition, throughout Proclus’ commentary
there are scattered references to the teachings of earlier Greek philosophers;
and Proclus’ commentary also gives us insight into what a philosopher in late
antiquity would have made of the Orphic, Chaldean, and neo-Pythagorean
materials that enjoyed great esteem in Hellenic religious circles. For these
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reasons alone, improved access to Proclus’ lengthiest surviving work consti-
tutes a great service to the study of ancient intellectual history.

But Proclus’ Timaeus commentary also possesses value for what it tells
us about Proclus’ philosophy, and ultimately about Plato’s. As the transla-
tors’ introduction to the series makes clear, Proclus had a very particular
approach to Plato. Because the late antique Platonists believed each of the
philosopher’s dialogues to have a distinct skopos, which again every aspect
of the dialogue was meant to serve, no detail was deemed too trivial to merit
comment, and no shade of imputed meaning too far-fetched if it fit the overall
picture. At the same time, the normative notion of a dialogue’s scope set at
least some limits to the proliferation of possible readings. Overall, the ex-
traordinarily close reading imposed by the late antique curriculum on the
reading of Plato’s texts, as well as Aristotle’s, resulted in an enormously
useful set of structural insights and cross-references, one that can help the
modern-day reader even when that reader no longer shares the metaphysical
precepts that were assumed as a matter of course by the late antique school
philosophers.

Proclus considers the Timaeus, in specific, to constitute a study of nature
or physiologia which, however, has one eye constantly on theology. This is
because a comprehensive account of nature, as much as the latter may be an
immanent principle (‘the last one of those causes that construct this sensible
bodily world’, In Tim 1:11.10-11), will account for its transcendent causes
as well, and consequently recount also the ways in which the sensible world
resembles its source. For this reason Proclus can extol Plato’s sagacity in
calling the physical world, which is always coming to be, a blessed god at Tim
34b (also a sensible god, theos aisthétos, at 92¢, though this falls outside the
scope of the extant commentary). He censures other schools for excluding the
divine from their understanding of nature — Aristotle is meant here — while
at the same time reprimanding gently earlier Neoplatonists such as Porphyry
and Iamblichus for concentrating solely on the symbolic and the allegorical
to the exclusion of the plainly natural and the scientific. For Proclus, Pla-
to’s catholic concerns, wide interests, and careening literary style demon-
strate the strength and comprehensiveness of his philosophical method, not
its weakness or immaturity, as some modern scholars have been inclined to
Judge, typically on the basis of Aristotle’s often unfair appraisals.

The first volume of this translation series provides an example, writ large,
of the fertility of Proclus’ approach. Many have wondered what to make of
the prologue to the Timaeus (17a-27b), with its Atlantean allusions and a
seemingly meandering setting of the stage which eventually gives way to a
monotone exposition by the eponymous interlocutor. Elements of the Repub-
lic are rehearsed, though to what effect is not immediately clear. Talk of a
Timaeus-Critias complex (or a trilogy encompassing the Republic), as is com-
mon in the contemporary literature, only serves to restate the problem more
forcefully for the philosopher, who assumes that Plato was writing philosoph-
ically. For if the two works really do form a unity, then what function does the
‘likely story’ (Tim 29b-d) of the world’s fashioning by the Demiurge serve,
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sandwiched as it is between two political fables? Conversely, if in the Timaeus
we are indeed dealing with Plato’s Cosmology, as for instance Francis Corn-
ford believed, then what is the purpose of the dialogue’s stately introduction?
Symptomatic of the difficulties faced by the modern reader is the fact that
in his monumental 1928 commentary A. E. Taylor devotes 58 pages to the
geographical and societal details covered by the proemium, while Cornford
dismisses the entire introduction with a single paragraph.

Proclus’ understanding of the dialogue’s scope and method, coupled with
his belief in how reality works, allows him to dispense with the problem in a
single stroke. The Timaeus is a superior account of nature precisely because
it deals both in paradigms and in images; consequently, it is only natural for
Plato to teach about the supernal reality through its reflection first on the
political, and later on the psychological, level. After all, in natural philoso-
phy we must begin from what is primary and more knowable to us, before
we ascend to what is primary of itself (cf. Aristotle, Phys. 1.1). The study of
nature in Proclus thus runs parallel with an ethically attuned exploration of
divine and human realities: whatever one may think otherwise of Proclus’
elaborations regarding the reflections cast by the henadic series of gods upon
the Socratic state and on Atlantis, surely this much at least can be said to be
a legitimate lesson derived from Plato’s middle dialogues.

The third book in Proclus’ commentary is of a more technical nature, but
likewise benefits from Proclus’ systematizing approach. The third volume in
the translation series recounts the way the world’s body is fashioned (Tim
31b-34b); because Proclus in his proemium has established that the dialogue
deals in parts and wholes as well as images and paradigms, it is natural for
him to apply these concepts now to the endowment of the world’s body. Spe-
cifically, the way in which the physical world constitutes a ‘whole made out
of wholes’ (Tim 33a) or of ‘whole parts’ (holon meros — the term is Proclus’)
is at issue. A multitude of important points about Plato’s ontological and
cosmological assumptions are raised; Proclus also finds time to make sense
of the difficult passages in which Plato describes the universe’s generation in
Pythagorean proportional terms, and to mount a defense of Plato’s theory of
four elements (as opposed to Aristotle’s five) in light of this theory of propor-
tionality. The results are instructive for all Plato scholars of every age, and it
must be said that in his introduction Dirk Baltzly, the translator of the third
volume, does a particularly sterling job of elucidating these dense passages
for the reader’s benefit.

Otherwise, too, the translators’ introductions and annotations are highly
informative and on the whole balanced in presenting the current scholarshi(A
few very recent works could have been mentioned, most prominently Marije
Martijn’s ‘Theology, Naturally: Proclus on Science of Nature as Theology
and the Aristotelian Principle of Metabasis’, in Perkams & Piccione, eds.,
Proklos: Methode, Seelenlehre, Metaphysik, Leiden: Brill 2006.) The general
introduction to vol. 1 practically constitutes an introduction to ancient Pla-
tonism all on its own. In my view, the only point likely to raise eyebrows is
the way in which the five causes counted off by Proclus in the beginning of
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his commentary are documented in the footnotes (93-5). Tarrant sees this
fivefold division anticipated in Seneca and in Plutarch of Athens, but fails to
discuss in any way its relation to the six causes standardly recognized in late
antique Platonism (matter, form, and instrumental, paradigmatic, produc-
tive, and final). Of these six, three are true causes and three complementary
ones (synaitiai: see, e.g., Philoponus, In Phys 5.7-16); the fact that Proclus in
this connection drops out the instrumental cause (¢0 organikon) raises some
very interesting questions about the symmetric relations at play in the Neo-
platonic picture and about the way Platonic cosmology relates to Aristotelian
physics in Proclus’ mind, but the scant documentation on this point serves
to obscure the issue.

As for the translations themselves, these are uniformly lucid and faithful.
One occasionally misses the hymnal tones affected by Thomas Taylor in his
1820 version, which manage to convey something of the stolid airs of Pro-
clus’ original Greek, but the loss is more than outweighed by the dependabil-
ity and uniformity of Tarrant’s and Baltzly’s renderings and their ability to
parse Proclus’ convoluted phrasings into manageable philosophical nuggets,
where this is achievable, at the same time preserving ambiguities where this
is the safer course. Tarrant and Baltzly have also liberally applied headings
and sub-headings to the text in an effort to assist and orientate the reader:
these divisions are well-motivated on the whole, and the headings helpful.

Proclus’ Timaeus commentary must have been truly monumental; the ex-
tant version, which only goes up to Tim 44d, already comprises 1131 pages in
Ernst Diehl’s Teubner edition. The translators argue that aspects of it must
have been based on Syrianus’ lectures, something that was standard practice
in late antiquity. Proclus is supposed to have completed the work when he was
twenty-seven, a prodigious feat if true (Marinus, Vita Procli 13). Ultimately,
it may prove fortunate that this valuable translation series starts with those
two segments of Proclus’ commentary, and of Plato’s Timaeus, whose merits
have sometimes appeared less than obvious. We are yet to receive volumes on
the central distinction between Being and Becoming; on the creation of the
world soul and of time; and on the Demiurge’s allocation of further creative
tasks to the junior gods, all of which are poised to yield bountiful riches for
students and scholars alike. But for now it is good to pause here, for ‘here too
there are gods’ (Aristotle, Parts of Animals 1 5, 645a20, citing Heraclitus),
indeed a great multitude of them.

Taneli Kukkonen
University of Jyviskyld
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This book, the second of a three-volume series entitled ‘Moral Psychology’,
is a significant contribution to perhaps the most important live issue in cur-
rent moral philosophy: the question of ‘naturalizing’ ethics. To ask whether
and how ethics can be naturalized is to ask how far the empirical methods
of the natural sciences, including both observations of human moral beliefs
and behavior and investigation of how the brain processes moral decisions,
can contribute to an understanding of human morality. There is a wide range
of possible positions on this issue. A modest and uncontroversial program
would hold that empirical investigation of how the brain works and how peo-
ple make moral decisions is relevant and useful in informing moral philoso-
phy, a field which is all too often restricted to the proverbial armchair. The
more radical program, espoused by an increasing number of philosophers and
non-philosophers, holds out the hope of wresting the field of human morality
away from philosophy altogether, and bringing it into the fold of the natural
sciences. This is an essential and extremely important debate, and one that
has major policy ramifications given the central importance of moral and po-
litical decisions to every aspect of human society. Judging by this volume, the
series will prove an essential and overall high-quality contribution. Volume 2
is constructed around a series of eight main articles, written chiefly by phi-
losophers but also by psychologists and a biologist, along with responses by
commentators. (One regrettable editorial decision is not to indicate the aca-
demic field of each contributor; it is quite relevant to making sense of some of
the contributions to know what discipline they are writing from.)

A major caveat is in order. The reader should be aware that this is a book
with an agenda. All of the authors of the main articles (and most of the com-
mentators) appear to enthusiastically endorse the project of naturalizing eth-
ics to one degree or another. What is missing from this otherwise admirable
volume is at least one voice of dissent from the project, especially its radical
version. The reader will find nothing in this book to indicate that the very
project of naturalizing ethics is highly controversial, and that there are nu-
merous quite prominent thinkers (including Hilary Putnam) who believe the
project is not only misguided by positively incoherent. The argument for in-
coherence is quite simple: the natural sciences are restricted to descriptive
knowledge; morality is essentially and irreducibly normative; therefore eth-
ics cannot be naturalized. This is of course a very controversial claim, but it
is troubling that the problem is not even mentioned in this volume. Readers
who would like to see the other side of the debate might look at Naturalism
in Question, ed. Mario de Caro (Harvard 2004). Indeed, failure even to ac-
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knowledge this problem results in no small confusion in some of the articles
as to the very question of the distinction between normative versus descrip-
tive knowledge. However, despite this limitation, the volume is a must-read
for anyone interested in this cutting-edge topic.

It would be tedious to review each of the contributions one by one, so I
will instead pick out two of the essays which seem to me most controversial
and most problematic. Not coincidentally, these two are by non-philosophers,
and they both tend toward the radical program in naturalizing ethics. The
contribution by the biologist Marc Hauser (coauthored with Liane Young &
Fiery Cushman) is essentially a short version of his book Moral Minds, sug-
gesting that it is time for biologists to take over the field of human morality.
Hauser mentions the normative/descriptive problem, though in a remark-
able understatement: he acknowledges the ‘admittedly difficult challenge of
using descriptive generalizations to inform prescriptive recommendations’
(126). Hauser’s approach to studying morality endorses the extremely prob-
lematic modular hypothesis, according to which the mind can be analyzed
into numerous distinct modules of which one is the ‘moral faculty’. But it
is exceedingly unlikely that any such distinct moral faculty exists, if only
because the field we call morality cannot be neatly divided from numerous
other aspects of mental life, including aesthetic evaluation, religious beliefs,
rules of etiquette, prudential reasoning, legal rules, customs, and traditions.
His analogy with the human heart as a ‘module’ (124) only demonstrates
the implausibility of the claim: a moral faculty is not a separate physical
organ with a defined function, but rather a mental abstraction, and one that
is intimately bound up with most of our mental life. Hauser’s uncritical re-
ductionism goes yet further, in his assumption that mental modules can be
further divided into separate ‘components’. And the analogy he makes be-
tween phonemes as units of linguistic analysis and actions as units of moral
analysis falls flat; Hauser seems not to be aware of the well-known ‘action
description problem’, which shows that actions cannot be neatly divided up
and labeled the way phonemes can; indeed, what counts as the appropriate
description of an action appears to be relative to one’s theories and one’s
purposes; identifying the proper level of description of an action may even
presuppose a moral theory.

Another contribution is by Jonathan Haidt (coauthored with Fredrik
Bjorklund), a psychologist who has developed what he calls a ‘Social Intu-
itionist Model’ of moral behavior. Haidt castigates philosophers for failing to
attend to the ‘empirical facts of moral psychology’. He claims that philoso-
phers are mistaken in their belief that morality is governed by reasoning;
while this may be the way philosophers do ethics, Haidt claims, most people
follow their gut feelings, biases and self-interest and use reason only for post-
hoc rationalization. But of course Haidt has failed to recognize the elemen-
tary distinction between a descriptive and a normative account of morality.
No philosopher to my knowledge has ever denied that as a descriptive matter,
people rarely engage in sophisticated moral reasoning. What philosophers
have argued is rather that people should use reason and try to avoid self-
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serving and irrational prejudices and biases in their moral decisions. Haidt
could have recognized his error had someone simply asked him: are you say-
ing people should eschew reason and stick to their biases, gut feelings, and
self-interest in making moral choices? His failure to distinguish the descrip-
tive from the normative unsurprisingly leads him into endorsing a norma-
tive account that is simply an unreflective form of cultural relativism: ‘moral
facts are facts only with respect to a community of human beings that have
created them’ (214) (though he incomprehensibly denies that he is a relativ-
ist). He attempts to escape the troubling implications of his normative posi-
tion, e.g. that it would seem to entail that slavery was morally justified within
the Southern antebellum culture, by arguing that slavery was nonetheless
wrong because it violated the values and desires of a large proportion of the
population. But he is criticizing slavery by reference to the modern moral
value of universal democracy that the slave culture did not accept. So either
Haidt is endorsing moral objectivism (democracy is an objective moral val-
ue), contradicting his cultural relativism, or he is judging one culture by the
standards of another, also inconsistent with his asserted cultural relativism.
This is of course the familiar paradox of relativism. It is notable that in this
book we constantly hear the refrain that philosophers had better start pay-
ing attention to the findings and methods of empirical science. Unfortunately
nowhere is the equally important converse position stated: that psychologists
and biologists had better start learning more about moral philosophy, espe-
cially if they are going to start delivering their opinions on such questions as
the moral status of slavery.

My critique of these two entries should not however be taken to reflect
on the value and importance of the volume as a whole and presumably the
series as a whole. The quality of the argument in general is very high, and
the commentary and response structure is extremely useful in bringing out
the subtleties of this debate. This is a useful and timely volume on a topic of
the utmost importance.

Whitley Kaufman
University of Massachusetts, Lowell
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Any reader’s assessment of this book — published in a series which aims
to re-read the Western philosophical canon through ‘feminist lenses’ (viii)
— will depend on what she thinks should be the current agenda of the femi-
nist intellectual project. For this reader, feminism is a present-day category
and project; therefore claims to ‘feminist interpretations’ here must entail
reading Augustine explicitly in the light of present concerns. Moreover, femi-
nism has moved beyond the historical positivist phase of simply enumerating
a (male) figure’s contacts with women, discerning his attitude towards them,
and discussing their opportunities for ‘agency’. As the feminist theoretical
conversation gets ever richer, it becomes possible to rethink fundamental
assumptions and the half-submerged structures of thought upon which tra-
ditional philosophical and theological categories have been based, and to
elaborate new possibilities and directions. For this, Augustine proves a mar-
velous subject. Not only have his works — abetted by copious redactions and
blunt-edged iterations — been instrumental in forming these fundamental
assumptions; but, re-read by feminists in 2008, those same works prove ex-
traordinarily capacious, containing the very ideas which counter these as-
sumptions.

So the best essays in this volume are those which unabashedly pursue a
present-day revisionist project. Foremost among these is that of the editor
herself, Stark, and the one by Julie B. Miller which follows it. Though dis-
crete, they read as complementary pieces, and this is fitting, for they share
the themes of relationality, intersubjectivity, and the simultaneous possibility
of individuation and connection. Stark investigates Augustine’s claim that
women are made in the image of God — but only conditionally, and only in a
spiritual sense. She points out that the De Trinitate offers ‘a powerful para-
digm’ (217) to overcome hierarchical thinking and rigid dualities, then shows
how Augustine steps back from the possibilities he himself has suggested.
‘If . . . Augustine had stayed with the emphasis on the unitary nature of the
human mind and its various activities as a trinity and as the image of God,
the door would have remained open for him to affirm women’s imago sta-
tus unequivocally’ (225, Stark’s emphasis). But he does not, partly because
of his ‘failure to integrate more fully the spiritual and the physical’ (235),
which makes the notion of the spiritual imago worthless in practical, tempo-
ral terms. In some ways, this essay is a litany of missed opportunity; but the
very assurance with which Stark develops her themes of ‘equality, mutual-
ity, and reciprocity’ in the trinity (238) is grounds for cheerfulness. Miller,
too, focuses on the relational possibilities inherent in Augustine’s explication
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of the trinity. Augustine fears the human, especially sexual, ‘relations that
obliterate the self’; and so he constructs a trinity ‘that is perpetually remem-
bering, knowing, and loving itself’ (244). This could, but does not, provide a
model for intersubjectivity and for overcoming the fear of self-obliteration
in human relations; Miller argues that the way forward must be to accept
women'’s full subjectivity, and to incorporate the anxieties of potential loss, in
order to gain a ‘full-bodied full-souled theology of sexuality’ (274).

I was at first puzzled by the inclusion of an essay by Penelope Deutscher
originally published in 1992, ‘The Evanescence of Masculinity’; but it is a
painstaking and sophisticated exposition of the infrastructure of gender on
which Stark and Miller’s critiques are built. Augustine is used as a tool with
which to analyze that infrastructure. God disturbs sexed oppositions (286):
‘it is as feminine that man negatively gives God the identity he himself iden-
tifies with as masculine’ (290); at the same time, Augustine dissociates wom-
en from reason through using ‘woman’ negatively, to help establish reason’s
primacy.

The most significant intellectual precursor to Stark and Miller, however, is
Hannah Arendt. (Stark’s work on Arendt’s doctorate, published as Love and
Saint Augustine in 1996, in collaboration with Joanna Vecchiarelli Scott, has
demonstrated Arendt’s incomparable significance for this project of creative
thinking through Augustinian structures). The third outstanding essay in
this volume also draws on Arendt: this is Virginia Burrus’ and Catherine
Keller’s ‘Confessing Monica’. Easy to enjoy but hard to summarize, this essay
reflects first on Augustine’s search for wisdom in the Confessions — which he
learns to recognize through and beside his mother Monica, in the ‘inexhaust-
ible maternal body of (scriptural) text’ (130) — then on the tears he sup-
presses at his Monica’s death, which represent fluidity instead of the ‘eternal
stability’ he seeks. In Confessions 11-13, ‘Has the text, drained of desire,
simply petered out?’ Or is it ‘the performative reading of the scriptural sab-
bath’ (121)? Burrus and Keller suggest that we can see in the Confessions the
‘frozen embryo’ of ‘a constructive theology of becoming’ (138) — based on the
Arendtian notion of natality which is itself inspired by Augustine.

Stark, Miller, Burrus and Keller: these essays should be required reading
for any discussion of feminism and Augustine. The remaining essays in the
volume are useful, and engage similar themes — Stark should be praised
for her consistent editorial perspective — but they do not contain the same
clarion calls for intellectual paradigm shifts. Anne-Marie Bowery addresses
relationality in Augustine’s portrait of Monica as Christ-like mediator, Fe-
lecia McDuffie Augustine’s loss of self in the need to learn ‘““feminine” hu-
mility and yearning’ and come to God as his ‘bride’ (116); but neither has
the depth or sophistication of Stark and Miller. Margaret R. Miles, Joanne
McWilliam, and E. Ann Matter, all distinguished scholars of Augustine, each
supply an essay which provides historical perspective on Augustine’s noto-
riously nameless partner, his letters to women, and his overall theological
position on women respectively. Each gives a useful overview, and provides
a welcome reminder of the novelty of the theological conversations in which
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Augustine was involved — that he was remaking social and intellectual ideals
even as he lived them. To these historically-oriented essays should be added a
piece by Rebecca Moore, though her attempt to recover something of the his-
torical Monica yields such slender results (despite persistent positivism) that
it seems hardly worth pursuing. The essay that seems out of place in the vol-
ume is the one with which it opens, by Rosemary Radford Ruether. It is a very
general overview entitled ‘Augustine: Sexuality, Gender, and Women’, whose
tenets are repeatedly complicated or contradicted later in the collection. This
is an instantiation of the wholly negative feminist response to Augustine
which has itself achieved a certain canonical status, and does not necessarily
bear repetition: why, given the ‘total androcentrism of (Augustine’s) anthro-
pology’ (56), should feminists bother to read him at all?

Fortunately, this volume supplies several good answers to that question.
(It is less clear from the essays here why those working from a perspective
other than Christian should engage with Augustine’s thought — but the gen-
erous reader could tease out some answers to that as well.) It closes with
a poem by Ann Conrad Lammers addressed ‘To Aurelius Augustine from
the Mother of his Son’, who cries ‘You cannot unmake me by theology’. The
best of this collection shows how that nameless mother, and beyond her all
women, can on the contrary be remade through the hints, signposts, and half-
concealed infrastructures in Augustine’s expansive theology.

Catherine Conybeare
Bryn Mawr College
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The traditional problem of consciousness is that there seems to be an un-
bridgeable gap when it comes to understanding how conscious experience
could arise in a fundamentally physical world. In this book Stoljar suggests
that the problem arises from our ignorance of certain nonexperiential facts.
If we were aware of these facts, the problem would disappear. Until now, this
epistemic solution has not received the attention it deserves. Stoljar’s book
provides a much needed analysis and rigorous defense of this position.
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Stoljar presents the problem as a set of three individually plausible yet
inconsistent theses. He calls this the ‘logical problem of experience’. (T1)
There are experiential truths. (T2) If there are experiential truths, every
experiential truth is entailed by some nonexperiential truth. (T3) If there are
experiential truths, not every experiential truth is entailed by some nonex-
periential truth (67).

T1 is supported by introspection; T2 is supported by what Stoljar calls
‘manifest supervenience’ (31-3), whereby all other facts appear to supervene
upon the physical; and T3 is rendered plausible by modal arguments such as
the conceivability and knowledge arguments. Stoljar rejects T3 and offers an
account of why modal arguments lead us astray. This account is extremely
simple and powerful: according to Stoljar our ignorance of certain experi-
ence-relevant nonexperiential facts explains why the modal arguments are
prima facie persuasive and why they are mistaken. If Stoljar is right, then
the problem of consciousness does not warrant conclusions about the nature
of consciousness itself or our ways of thinking about it. For example, there
is no need to resort to its irreducibly subjective character or the nature of
phenomenal concepts. Instead we can simply accept that our ignorance of
certain facts makes us go astray when we carry out these anti-materialist
thought experiments.

Stoljar pins the error down to three ‘standard mistakes’: i) we think that
we are imagining a certain state of affairs when in fact we are imagining
a different one; ii) we imagine a state of affairs that does not appear to be
impossible and falsely infer that it is possible; iii) we are ignorant of a de-
feater for the state of affairs we imagine to be possible. His identification
of these errors and application of them to the conceivability and knowledge
arguments offers a valuable clarification on modal reasoning and important
insights into the strength of the arguments.

As well as considering and answering objections to the epistemic view, Stol-
jar critically analyses alternative solutions to the problem of consciousness.
Most notable is his discussion of contemporary a posteriori entailment and a
priori entailment responses. In each case he argues that these responses are
either implausible or collapse into versions of the epistemic view. I suspect
that proponents of alternative positions will find rejoinders, in particular to
his discussion of responses to the knowledge argument. According to Stoljar,
responses such as the ability hypothesis or the acquaintance hypothesis rely
upon Mary having novel experiences when leaving her black and white room.
Although he rightly points out that the force of the knowledge argument does
not depend upon novel experiences, it seems that the ability and acquain-
tance hypotheses can reasonably accept this. These hypotheses attempt to
diffuse the argument by suggesting that knowing ‘what it is like’ is a matter
of possessing certain abilities or being acquainted with the experience rather
than possessing factual knowledge. Novel experiences are not essential to
either of these positions. Nonetheless, Stoljar’s analysis of these responses
is illuminating and he puts the ball firmly back in the court of defenders of
these alternative views.
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This brings us to a deeper concern with the epistemic view. The knowl-
edge argument draws attention to the special access we have to our own
phenomenally conscious states, and it seems right to say that the distinction
between our first and third person access to phenomenal consciousness plays
a role in creating the problem of consciousness. According to Stoljar this is
not the case. For him, the problem of consciousness has nothing to do with
the nature of consciousness itself. In an entertaining analogy he likens our
epistemic position to a race of ‘super slugs’ who spend their lives roaming
around a mosaic. The surface of the mosaic is covered in patterns of circles,
rectangles, rhombuses etc. that supervene on two ontologically fundamental
phenomena — pieces of pie and triangles (3-5, 69-72, 80-3). Since the slugs
are not able to perceptually detect the pieces of pie, they face the ‘philosophi-
cal problem of the circle’. When they perform their versions of the conceiv-
ability and knowledge arguments, there appears to be no place for circles
in a world that is fundamentally made of triangles. The obvious answer to
the slugs’ problem is that they are ignorant of the circle-relevant, non-cir-
cular facts (i.e. the pieces of pie). The epistemic solution works well in this
scenario. But the reason it works well is, arguably, that it does not include
the distinction between our first and third person access to consciousness.
Without this distinction it is a lot easier to accept that the slugs are simply
ignorant of the relevant facts.

Despite this reservation, Stoljar’s book offers an excellent exposition and
rigorous defense of the epistemic view, making it a serious contender to es-
tablished responses to the problem of consciousness. In addition, Stoljar of-
fers an in-depth exposition of the problem, important insights into the role of
physicalism in the problem of consciousness and powerful arguments against
rival solutions. Taken together, these features make for an important con-
tribution to the literature that will rightly attract the attention of both ad-
vanced level students and professional philosophers.

Alan Monahan
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The main problem addressed in this collection is, as the title suggests, the
meaning we assign to predicates vis-a-vis the universals they signify. A myri-
ad of interrelated questions ensue: are universals real? If so, how are particu-
lars related to them? If not, how could particulars ever relate to them? The
articles of this collection provide elaborate expositions of these questions and
insightful suggestions for answering them.

In the ‘Introduction’ Chakrabarti blends Socratic methodology with the
Wittgensteinian notion of philosophy as a question-forming activity. He
provides an array of clearly formulated, comprehensive questions and dem-
onstrates how the ensuing articles attempt to answer them. Chakrabarti
elegantly weaves together threads of ancient and medieval Indian realism
and nominalism, Platonism, conceptualism and contemporary analytic phi-
losophy, so that as Chakrabarti presents them, Strawson may be seen as a
Nyaya-Vaisesika philosopher and Navya-Nyaya realism as a Fregean theory
of meaning. His achievement cannot be overestimated, as it is a task that
could be accomplished only by someone with Chakrabarti’s expertise in vari-
ous schools of Indian as well as analytic philosophy. The book’s introduction
should be read carefully at the beginning and then reread at the end; and
all the contributors should be grateful to Chakrabarti for an introduction
that manages to elevate each article to a pedestal of its own. We boldly claim
that this is one of the best introductions ever written to an anthology of this
kind.

In ‘Strawson on Universals’ Sen argues that feature universals, numbers,
facts and propositions, which are on Strawson’s list of universals, are not
proper universals. With feature universals the distinction between universals
and their concrete instances collapses. Numbers, Sen maintains, are sets of
sets, and sets are not universals. Facts and propositions cannot be universals
since universals are broadly attributed to objects and facts and propositions
are composed of objects and are not objects themselves.

In ‘Reply to Pranab Sen’, Strawson responds that feature terms designate
universals to which no particular descriptions, e.g. ‘water in a bath tub’, ap-
ply. Numbers, propositions and facts, in spite of being abstract, intentional
and non-spatio-temporal, have particular instances like all other universals,
and are sense perceptible in the same way.

Ganeri, in ‘Universals and Other Generalities’, suggests that the feature
universals Sen reclassifies as particulars could be viewed under the category of
non-universal generalities, akin to the Nyaya-VaiSesika conception of upa-dhi
that are useful devices for understanding the content structure of cognition.
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In respect of Sen’s argument that in a closed sentence, e.g. ‘Socrates is
wise’, wisdom rather than Socrates is instantiated, in ‘Predicates and Prop-
erties: An Examination of PK. Sen’s Theory of Universals’ MacBride argues
that this leads to the possibilities that the instantiated predicates like wis-
dom are either tropes or facts, and following Quine and Carnap he shows
that either choice leads to insuperable difficulties. MacBride, like Armstrong,
claims that a priori accounts of the meaning of predicates are overrated, and
he urges that we need to shift our attention to the a posteriori side of the
debate.

The previous four essays are grouped together around Sen’s denial of fea-
ture universals and the responses to that. The next three essays are quite
diverse, but they do form a group that reveals the wide spectrum of the direc-
tions taken in discussions of universals. In ‘Buddhist Nominalism and Desert
Ornithology’, Siderits claims that Buddhism provides a sufficient semantic
background, without ontological commitment, for the meaning of subject or
predicate terms. The meaning-bearing role of linguistic terms is explained
through anyapoha. A generic term delivers a meaning through negating what
it conventionally does not signify. The mind has a tendency to gloss over the
unique features of an object, which results in the formation of a mental im-
age of the object guided by the contextual interests of the cognizer.

In ‘Universals Transformed: The First Thousand Years After Plato’,
Sorabji demonstrates that the Sophists began the deflation of universals.
Deflation is revived by the Stoics who explain away universals as fictions
and consider predicate terms as generalities with which we think about the
world. Sorabji maintains that even non-conceptualized perceptual episodes
contribute to the recognition of universals in later episodes.

In ‘Conceptualism’ Swoyer observes that the classical Greek view of the
relation of particulars to universals was based on the attempt to make sense
of substance through concepts. Since then alternative theories have emerged
to widen the horizon of conceptualism. These are more accommodative of
the Buddhist type resemblance-based, exclusion-based theories, on the one
hand, and cognitions-based mental representation theories on the other. In
an effort to blunt the realist attack on the concept-based understanding of
universals, Swoyer suggests an ontology of ‘in re properties’ that are mind-
independent but are the epicenter around which mental processes of classify-
ing, recognizing, projecting and generalizing revolve.

Von Wright disagrees with Frege’s proposal that predicates introduce
functions based on patterns, because functions cannot be objects. Von Wright
claims that predicates should be taken to refer to the object via concepts
which ascribe to the extension of the property to which they refer. In ‘The
Concept Horse’, Noonan concludes that although Frege’s position is para-
doxical, von Wright’s proposal is not semantically robust.

In ‘Universals and Particulars: Ramsey’s Skepticism’, Hale demonstrates
that Ramsey rejects the distinction between subject terms and predicate
terms because it cannot be sustained on empirical, grammatical and logical
grounds. Based on the Aristotelian distinction between primary substances
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and qualities, Hale carefully examines and supports Dummett’s defense of
the logical distinction between subject and predicate, yet he concludes that it
does not imply a corresponding ontological distinction.

In ‘How Not to Trivialize the Identity of Indiscernibles’, Rodrigues-Pereyra,
establishes the primacy of the discernment-grounding role of properties over
their identity-stating role, through a meticulous use of the principle of the
identity of indiscernibles. He claims that there is a meaningful ‘property of
properties’ namely ‘the property of being trivializing’. Rodriguez-Pereyra,
opposed to Strawson, maintains that even impure properties — those which
are relational and dependent upon the identity of a particular relatum — can
be non-trivializing. He then proposes five different ways of defining trivial-
izing properties, placing due emphasis upon qualitative difference over mere
numerical oneness.

In “Universals and the Defence of Ante Rem Realism’, Bealer defends tra-
ditional ante rem realism against quasi-nominalist deflationary approaches
like factionalism and substitutionalism, which consider properties as lan-
guage-created and language-dependent entities. He presents a transmodal
argument consistent with the requirement of ante rem realism to prove that
properties, relations and propositions exist independently of things exempli-
fying them.

In ‘Particulars Have Their Properties of Necessity’ Armstrong espouses an
anti-Platonist, empiricist conception of universals, a conception by which he
rejects disjunctive, negative and unexemplified properties. Though a particu-
lar itself features in the world contingently, it necessarily has the property it
exemplifies. Armstrong contends that the connections and relations among
particulars that create particular states of affairs in the world are as real as
the particulars that comprise them and the properties they exemplify.

In ‘Properties in Abundance’ Kiinne argues that reflecting on the role of
the copula aids in understanding general terms that fall in the range of the
copula in propositions. General terms introduce properties into a discourse
only by connoting it. The relation transforms to denotation if the correspond-
ing singular term is derived from the given general term, such that proper-
ties can be quantified over by quantifying into either of them. Taking an ante
rem stand, Kiinne grants that general terms can connote properties even
when they are not exemplified.

In ‘A Category of Particulars’, Strawson provides an Aristotelian bottom-
up account of universals. He argues that certain non-repeatable particulars
like unique gestures located in a particular spatio-temporal frame of refer-
ence, which come and go, are to be included among sortal universals. He
contends, along anti-conceptualist lines, that universals are not objects of
sense-experience though individual particulars are perceived as instances of
universals, that universals are objects of thought rather than concepts, and
that they lack efficacy.

In ‘On Perceiving Properties’, Chakrabarti considers arguments against
the cognizability of universals, presented in Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamanjari
as the opponent’s view, and sets out to refute them. He observes that all
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attempts at these refutations are based upon the lack of a focal point with
reference to which universals are said to exist in particulars. Such reference
points, instead of being prior to cognition, appear to be constructed after
repeated cognitions, if we cannot explain its cognition in the first instance
itself. Relying on commonplace examples he demonstrates that universals
are cognized in each instance irrespective of their being a first instance or a
repeated one. Chakrabarti argues, like a Nyaya realist, that the differences
in different cognitions of the same kind of objects establish rather than un-
dermine the case for the perceivability of universals.

The articles of this collection present a comprehensive account of differ-
ent approaches through history to the problem of universals. The anthology
is remarkable for its eclectic character, ranging from specialized debates on,
e.g. predicates and tropes, to expository essays on classical Indian and Greek
approaches. The editors have dexterously sequenced the articles in such a
way that each paper provides the requisite background for the next.

Monica Prabhakar and Ajay Verma
University of Delhi
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This is a collection of essays by some of the world’s leading Derrida scholars,
whose contributions mostly date back to a 2006 conference entitled ‘Coun-
ter-Movements: Institutions of Difference’. As the title of the conference sug-
gests, what inspired the call for papers was not merely a desire to answer
‘long-standing critiques of deconstruction’s elitism, narrow textualism or
apoliticism’ (2), but a desire to explore the ‘permanent motif’ (3) of the contre
or ‘counter’ (- institution) in Derrida’s project(s); the aim being to deepen our
understanding of the conditions of possibility and the specific force of such
institutional set-ups and ‘re-think and transform . . . the contre relation to
(and of) deconstruction’ itself (9).

Opening, Geoffrey Bennington’s ‘Foundations’ arrives at the critical ques-
tion of the institution (‘and more especially ... the institution of institutions’
(10)) by way of a ‘militant melancholia’ (10) driving the search for an origin
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in Derrida’s thought. Bennington’s failure to find such an origin is shown
to mirror Derrida’s own originary ‘deconstructive’ insight (sans origin) that
there is no origin but only the instituted trace, by way of which identity in
general is produced as an effect. The result is the ruination of the whole ar-
cheo-teleological schema of metaphysics and the opening of a political space
within which all institutions (and indeed all politics), “live” in a kind of con-
stitutive dissention or even permanent revolution that affects every insti-
tutional act or event imaginable, and explains their constitutive shiftiness
and inevitable tendency to corruption’ (18). And for Bennington, following
Derrida, it is the responsibility of the University to disseminate this message,
to ‘subject the institution in general, the very institutionality of institutions,
to a kind of questioning that institutions in general cannot fail to want to
repress (18)" — a questioning that helps prevent our own enabling auto-im-
munity leading to ‘a kind of death through foreclosure of any possible event’
(20). The problem, as Peggy Kamuf laments in ‘Accounterability’, is that the
closing to almost nothing of the ‘residual space of difference’ (36) between
the market and the university (in the US predominantly but also elsewhere)
has led to the usurpation of this responsibility by accounting; that is, to the
reduction of the value of university education — and ‘thinking’ in general
— to the measurable, the calculable, the profitable. In response, she calls for
a ‘counter-institution of resistance’ (35), which reflects Derrida’s own desire
not to be simply ‘counted in’, but to remain open to the incalculable which
gives the other its chance. This desire is also the subject of J. Hillis Miller’s
‘Don’t Count Me In’: Derrida’s Refraining’, which follows the ‘with-against’
(45) relationship Derrida has to institutions in general — including notably
the university, philosophy and the family — whereby his love and respect for
such institutions is tempered by a ‘fundamental and defining act’ of refrain-
ing which ‘nevertheless makes possible — and urgent — the ethical relation
to the other, however impossible this may be’ (5).

In ¢ “Rather than Nothing”; Derrida, Literature and the Resistance of
Nihilism’, Shane Weller looks at a number of misreadings of Derrida’s work
which equate deconstruction with (skeptical) nihilism and subsequently
question the value of its ‘ethico-political interventions’ (4). Weller argues
that rather than being the ‘realized logic of nihilism’ (25) deconstruction may
instead be defined as the ‘resistance of nihilism’, a phrase in which both the
subjective and the objective genitive are operative, indicating that Derrida’s
total refusal of the nihilist label will have to be weighed very carefully’ (25).
In a move that takes us through Derrida’s privileging of ‘literature’ as that
which grants an insight into ‘writing in general’, Weller argues that ‘with
and against’ deconstruction, a thinking emerges which is neither absolute
disrespect for the other (nihilism) nor absolute respect for the other and the
‘rather than nothing’ (anti-nihilism), but an anethical indifferentiation of the
other (32) that shows deconstruction itself to be deconstructable.

The intersection of philosophy and literature is also a prevalent theme
in Samuel Weber’s ‘Reading over a Globalized World’ and William Watkin’s
‘Counterchange: Derrida’s Poetry’. Weber concludes — via an etymological
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analysis of the words ‘globe’ and ‘world’ as they appear in Derrida’s work
and elsewhere — that if philosophy is to be of value today, it ‘might be less
in defense of a homogenous and universally valid national or ideological pro-
gram, than in its response to a heterogeneity that resists such an ideal’ (5), a
heterogeneity literary studies help us to recall by drawing attention to words
as ‘events that never entirely fit in nor leave the world unchanged’ (67).
Philosophy and literary studies are thus charged with keeping the world(s)
open, countering the ‘leveling and discriminatory’ (6) effects of ‘globaliza-
tion’. Similarly, but concentrating on the relationship between philosophy
and poetry, Watkin argues that in Derrida, poetry and philosophy partake
of a kind of ‘textual interchange’ that does not render them commensurable
but marks an idiomatic relation or ‘strange institution’ allowing him not only
to come across the limit of their differentiation, but ‘to think performatively
the (very) concepts of limitation and difference’ (80). Again there emerges a
singularity — a poetic singularity — that resists homogenization and keeps
the future open to (and for) the other, for deconstructive work to come.

That past and future ‘deconstructive works’ can be as heterogeneous as
the movement they help to uncover, is evidenced in Tom Toremans’ ‘Dis-
agreement as (Possible) Event, Derrida contre de Man’. Toreman discusses
how the concept of ‘materiality’ has appeared to place Derrida contre de Man
in the deconstructive ‘movement’, exploring thematics of inheritance and
legacy in the process. These themes are also prevalent in Allison Weiner’s
essay ‘The Counterpromise: Derrida on the Instant of Blanchot’s Death’,
wherein via an examination of Derrida’s memorial text for his ‘friend’ Blan-
chot, she examines the way inheritance ‘leaves its own complicated burden
of betrayal and fidelity, belonging and interruption’ (7). Weiner thereby pro-
ceeds to examine the figure(s) of the counter-signature and counter-promise,
not just as they operate with regard Derrida’s mourning for Blanchot, but
Derrida and deconstruction, ‘Derrida’s ... futures’ (105), ‘our’ relationship to
the ‘undecidable reserve’ (98) of the Derridean legacy.

Also examining thematics of the promise and the heterogeneity of inheri-
tance is Joanna Hodge in ‘Derrida’s Transcendental Contraband: Impossible
Acts’. Here, Hodge examines Derrida’s concern to uncover a structure com-
mon to both an inheritance of transcendental philosophy and to the opera-
tions of contra-band, wherein the fictional work of the imagination undoes
the conceptual work of determinacy. Read largely through Derrida’s decon-
struction of Husserl’s theory of meaning, Hodge examines the way the im-
possibility of pure acts of intuition become recast in terms of impossible acts
of promising and forgiving (among others).

‘Entropics of Discourse: The “Materiality” of Affect Between Marx and
Derrida’, sees Karyn Ball look specifically at the impact of the Marxist legacy
on deconstruction, and what deconstruction itself can be said to have meant
following the all too frequent events of ‘violence and persecution’ (121) in the
Western world. In particular, Ball seeks to understand how her own concern
with the representation of collective trauma led her to ‘pursue a relation-
ship between affect and materiality’ (123) in response to a perceived loss of
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affective value in the discourse of deconstruction. Tracing the genesis of the
concept of the ‘material’ through Marx and Derrida, Ball concludes that the
academic institution has had much to do with fostering this perception of
‘loss’, and that deconstruction has an important role to play in helping us
think with-against the academy.

In considering the legacy(ies) of deconstruction and the misconceptions
that surround it, Stefan Herbrechter and Ivan Callus also remind us that
there are fruits in examining what seems to be most counter-intuitive to
it. In the ‘Grammar of Deconstruction’ they suggest that an awareness of
deconstruction’s propensity to counter the properties of grammar is ‘needed
all the more badly if it is thought that it might be possible to individuate a
grammar of deconstruction, one that somehow impossibly lies outside what
is generally comprehended as a grammar and/or within grammar . . . * (140).
However, as Herbrechter and Callus remind us after having floated this
‘counter-grammar’, something proper to Derrida himself might be lost in all
of this, something radically singular and thus beyond all grammatical view.

Finally, ‘Dislocating Derrida: Badiou, the Unthought and the Justice of
Multiplicity’ powerfully testifies to the fact that an encounter with Derrida
is ‘part of the very experience of contemporary thought’ (8), and that (accord-
ing to a by now familiar structure) to think against Derrida is at the same
time to think with him. Examining Badiou’s dismissal of Derrida as part of a
‘postmodern philosophy’ that denies historical ‘greatness’ in favour of a ‘plu-
rality of registers and languages’ (152) in thought and action, Moll argues
that while ‘Derrida’s philosophy of literary criticism may imply attention to
the non-great, the small and the very small, its linking of multiplicity to the
imperatives of justice and of survival ultimately exclude it from the status of
a merely dissolving postmodern discourse’ (168).

If the contributors to this volume all seek to rethink and transform the
contre relation to (and of) deconstruction, this volume can only be considered
a success. The complex and challenging issues raised at the cutting edge of
Derrida studies can only attest to the continuing significance Derrida and
deconstruction have today, ‘and, for that matter, tomorrow’ (1).

Sally Hart
University of Chichester
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The Statesman, long overshadowed by Plato’s more seductive and pointed
dialogues such as the Phaedo, Republic, and Phaedrus, has in recent years
come to receive the scholarly attention that it rightfully deserves. White’s
book represents the most recent in a flurry of scholarship about the late Pla-
tonic dialogue by a fine cast of scholars from Stanley Rosen, Cornelius Casto-
riadis, Kenneth M. Sayre, M. S. Lane, to Julia Annas and Robin Waterfield.
The Sophist and the Statesman remained somewhat neglected because they
compose long and tedious dialectical exercises that can be quite daunting to
the faint of heart. Furthermore, since neither dialogue features Socrates as
the main protagonist, neither offers any obvious trace of the characteristic
playfulness we have come to expect and enjoy in Plato’s Socrates, and with-
out Socrates it seems to offer not the least insight into ‘what Plato thinks’.

The Statesman can be especially daunting because no sense of unity is
readily evident throughout its many and diverse twists and turns, which Cas-
toriadis has named its ‘quirky structure’: three digressions and eight inci-
dental points interrupt two separate attempts to achieve the stated purpose
of the dialogue, a definition of the statesman. White attempts a rethinking of
the Statesman on the assumption of just that dialogical unity. He presents the
dialogue ‘as a unified narrative whole’ (vii), the seemingly disparate elements
of the complex dialogue bound, he argues, by an underappreciated narrative
and philosophical unity. While White’s reading of the dialogue will ultimately
place the Statesman in the line of aporetic investigations that includes the
Lysis and the Laches, his eloquent treatment shows as well a side of the
Statesman every bit as seductive as the Symposium and the Phaedrus.

White argues that re-approaching the dialogue from the assumption of
internal unity will have important and explicit consequences for how it is
to be understood, as well as for an appreciation of the evolution of Plato’s
thought during his later period, redefining the dialogue from its previous
position of (at best) secondary importance to that of a seminal document
in the revelation of crucial metaphysical issues across the Platonic corpus.
The Statesman, reread by White, will challenge previous Platonic theories
about the status of the Forms, the relation between the Forms and particular
things, and the relation of the Forms to the ‘Good Beyond Being’ introduced
in the Republic.

In this dialogue, a brief preamble shows the Eleatic Stranger once again
replacing Socrates as the main Protagonist (as in the Sophist) and the in-
experienced Young Socrates serving as interlocutor. Together they will seek
a definition of the true statesman, here introduced in the new terminology
‘royal man’, practicing the royal art (basilike techne). The definition of the
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statesman as a divine shepherd (258b) is followed by a digression into myth
(268d-277c), after which the dialogue closes in a redefinition of the statesman
as the ‘royal weaver’ (279b ff.), first weaving the arts of the city (304b), and
finally weaving the virtues of the city’s citizens (306a).

For White, the myth does not merely compose a seductive digression to
break the monotony of diairesis, but provides the ‘pivot’ of the dialogue. The
faultiness of the first search for a definition and the soundness of the second,
for White, stand as testimony to the importance of the content of the myth.
The myth’s metaphysical truths will ground philosophy rightly, to allow for
its success. This represents a revolutionary development in Plato’s thought,
which has implications of crucial import, not only to the statesman, but to
the philosopher. That dialectic functions successfully only after the myth is
given, demonstrates for White Plato’s conviction that the philosophical art
requires a firm grounding in a fundamental vision of reality, for knowledge to
be pursued with any success. A firm sense of totality must be in hand before
any individual element in reality (sophist, statesman, or philosopher) can be
epistemologically approached (10).

The second sailing of the dialogue shows not only that the true statesman
imitates the demiurgos of the myth — in his bedside care of each citizen
at every moment and in his weaving of disparate natures into the unified
whole of the polis — but that the philosophical exercise is futile until meta-
physically grounded at a high enough level. However, the high grounding of
Kronos’ golden age is insufficiently lofty for our intrepid White, He declares,
against all traditional accounts of the dual-realms mythology, that the golden
age of Kronos is not perfect. Incapable of taming the waywardness of matter,
the god’s skill is ‘incomplete’. By extension, continues White, the ‘science’
of the statesman, mirroring the art of the god, is equally incomplete. White
undermines the distinction between the two realms, rendering them both
imperfect.

This has profound implications for the philosopher’s art. Since myth is
mere paradigm, the consequence for philosophical inquiry is that successful
philosophical diairesis results at best in ‘true opinion’, not knowledge, a less-
er object on the Republic’s divided line. ‘If dialectic is pursued without the
guidance of an appropriately fundamental level of reality, the results will be
circular and fail to achieve anything higher than true opinion,’ affirms White
(10). But our fearless philosopher is not doomed to skeptical disaster. White
allows instead that knowledge may still be secured by a leap of ontological
faith that exceeds even the grasp of the demiurgos. The philosopher must
look past the realm of wayward material ‘goods’, past as well the goodly cir-
cularity of the heavenly realm of cosmic motion, to the still, clear realm of the
‘Good Beyond Being’ introduced in the Republic. For White, the Statesman
has built a ladder to eternal truth that the Republic had not yet designed.

White’s treatment of the Statesman is charming. Yet it is not without
its problems. His very infrequent use of the original Greek undermines his
claims to a deeper reading of the dialogue than has previously been accom-
plished. Furthermore, since an Eleatic Stranger seems the perfect spokes-
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person for the firm substantive grounding Plato seeks to affirm, White must
explain, rather than simply note, the poverty of the philosophical proficiency
of the Eleatic Stranger (8, 16). Given that the Stranger is presented as nei-
ther philosophical nor statesmanlike — his extended monological style is so-
phistic and his ungracious care of his young interlocutors Zeus-like — White
must address why Plato has chosen his myth as indicative of the highest
philosophical truth.

Finally, White’s claim that the divine demiurgos represents incomplete
knowledge is more than problematic. His claim that Kronos ‘lacks the req-
uisite philosophical vision to see the Good as systematically animating ev-
erything in the cosmos’ (190) at best rests on shaky evidential ground, and
at worst composes a sophism. The myth is clear that the limits of material
things inhere in the matter from which they are formed, not in the formal
knowledge of the artist. The demiurgos fails for the same reason that the
statesman will fail in his management of the state — because human beings
and other frail creatures need constant attendance at every moment if they
are to be saved from running amuck. But if Kronos dictates every decision
of the cosmos, if Zeus never steps in to loosen the divine grip on the cosmic
helm, there exists little point in philosophy, as an exercise in moral salvation.
By undermining the dual-realms ontology of the myth, White demolishes the
distinctions that give reason to the philosophical life.

Wendy Hamblet
North Carolina A&T State University
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